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A taxpayer may not urge the unconstitutionality of a statute or administrative regulation where he or she 
is not directly, injuriously, or prejudicially affected by its allegedly unconstitutional feature. 


A taxpayer may not urge the unconstitutionality of a statute or administrative regulation where he or she is not 


directly, ! injuriously, or prejudicially affected by its allegedly unconstitutional feature.” To satisfy the injury-in- 
fact requirement for taxpayer standing, the plaintiff must demonstrate a clear nexus between his or her status as 


a taxpayer and the challenged government action. 


A taxpayer cannot complain of others’ grievances to sustain his or her attack on the statute,“ as by urging that 
it deprives others of property without just compensation,’ unless a general exception to the third-party standing 
rules exists.° Furthermore, a taxpayer cannot question the constitutionality of a statute the effect of which is to 


decrease, rather than increase, his or her tax burdens.” 
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A taxpayer has standing to challenge the collection of a specific tax assessment as unconstitutional; being forced 


to pay such a tax causes a real and immediate economic injury to the individual taxpayer.® 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


A taxpayer has standing to challenge the collection of a specific tax assessment as unconstitutional; being forced 
to pay such a tax causes a real and immediate economic injury to the individual taxpayer. Teeboom v. City of 
Nashua, 213 A.3d 877 (N.H. 2019). 
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